The quality experiences provided to customers, which are indeed memorable, directly determine a business's ability to generate revenue (Pine and Gilmore 1999) . However, the extant tourism literature has provided limited explanation of the factors that characterize memorable tourism experiences. Thus, the goal of the present study was to develop a valid and reliable measurement scale that will assist in understanding the concept and in improving the effective management of the memorable experience. Following Churchill's (1979) recommended process, we developed a 24-item memorable tourism experience scale that we believe is applicable to most destination areas. The scale comprises seven domains: hedonism, refreshment, local culture, meaningfulness, knowledge, involvement, and novelty. The data support this dimensional structure of the memorable tourism experience as well as its internal consistency and validity (i.e., content, construct, convergent, and discriminant validity). Theoretical and managerial implications of the study results are discussed in detail.
As Pine and Gilmore (1999) have convincingly argued, the world's economy has changed drastically in recent years, morphing from service-based to experience-based. It will continue to change as our needs and our societies evolve toward an emphasis on the consumption of experiences rather than products. Consistent with the trend of emphasizing the experience economy, a rich body of research has emerged that examines the outcomes of experiences and how to measure them (e.g., Brakus, Schmitt, and Zarantonello 2009; Oh, Fiore, and Jeong 2007) . For example, Brakus, Schmitt, and Zarantonello (2009) developed a four-dimensional scale that taps into the following dimensions of brand experiences (sensory, affective, behavioral, and intellectual). They noted that individuals not only develop feelings and impressions toward a brand but also undertake related physical actions while searching for, shopping for, and consuming brands. In the tourism literature, Oh, Fiore, and Jeong (2007) developed a measurement instrument that applies Pine and Gilmore's (1999) four dimensions of experiences, namely aesthetic, education, entertainment, and escapism. They asserted that the four realms of experiences are valid in assessing tourist experiences.
All of these efforts to conceptualize and measure customer experiences are certainly worthwhile and have advanced our understanding of customer experiences. However, marketing literature that has reported a low causal effect of satisfactory experiences on loyalty behavior has increased the needs to extend customer experience studies by incorporating factors that significantly influence behavioral intentions. Researchers have found that more than 60% of customers who switch to another brand identified themselves as satisfied (Jones and Sasser 1995; Keiningham and Vavra 2001; Reichheld 1993 ). This percentage implies that customers want more than just a satisfactory purchase experience and that the existing customer experience measures are insufficient when attempting to understand the experiential factors that influence future behavioral intentions.
A review of the marketing literature provides a solution by which a business can become or remain competitive in the marketplace. Researchers have suggested that memory, which mediates behavioral intentions (Kozak 2001; Lehto, O'Leary, and Morrison 2004; Mazursky 1989; Wirtz et al. 2003) , needs to be incorporated into the study of customer experiences. According to Hoch and Deighton (1989) , remembered purchase experiences are important because (1) the level of motivation and involvement are high when information is drawn from individuals' past experiences; (2) individuals perceive their recalled past experiences as highly credible; and (3) remembered experiences greatly influence future behavior. In the tourism setting, when deciding to travel and seeking information to be used to select a destination area, individuals first recall past experiences (Raju and Reilly 1979; Kerstetter and Cho 2004) . Similarly, Wirtz et al. (2003) provided empirical evidence which illustrated that remembered experiences are the best predictors of an individual's desire to take a similar vacation in the future.
Therefore, in order to develop future behavioral intentions to revisit a destination, tourism businesses should seek to create conditions that facilitate the realization of positive memorable tourism experiences. A positive memorable tourism experience (MTE) has been operationally defined as "a tourism experience positively remembered and recalled after the event has occurred." Despite the importance and urgency of memorable experiences (ME), relatively few studies have explored the components of the experience that are most likely to be recalled from tourists' memories. In addition, they have been confined to only a few affective feelings, such as sociability, pleasure, happiness, irritation, guilt, sadness, and worry (Larsen and Jenssen 2004; Wirtz et al. 2003) . As a consequence, to better understand the constituents of MTE, we believe that the theoretical underpinnings of the MTE need to be further investigated. The development and testing of MTE frameworks as well as the parallel development and testing of supporting measurement scales will assist in the creation of a better understanding of these frameworks, which, in turn, may help destination marketers to better meet the challenges that they face. With this concern in mind, the present study aimed to contribute to an increasing body of literature on the MTE by developing a measurement tool to assess the constituents of MTE. Specifically, the purpose of this study was to develop a valid and reliable MTE scale. To first establish a conceptual framework for the study, we now provide a brief background review of MTE and the relevant constructs that were used when developing the MTE measurement scale.
Understanding Tourist Experiences
Our current interest in enhancing the understanding of the MTE represents a recent ongoing effort to improve our understanding of the fundamental "product" that tourism provides to its clients. As Ritchie and Hudson (2009) have documented, early research on the experience by pioneers such as Csikszentmihalyi (1975) , Cohen (1979) , Mannell and Iso-Ahola (1987) , Berry (1981) , Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) , and Turner and Bruner (1986) , as well as the more recent contributions of Ryan (1995) , Aho (2001) , Berry, Carbone, and Haeckel (2002) , Jennings and Nickerson (2006) , and the IACVB (2005) have advanced us to the point where satisfaction and quality alone are no longer adequate descriptions of the experience that today's tourists seek. Therefore, we believe that the MTE represents the new benchmark or standard, which we must seek to deliver. Before we can achieve this goal; however, we must better understand the MTE and be able to measure its components.
An MTE is selectively constructed from tourism experiences based on the individual's assessment of the experience. In other words, the tourist experience, which has been defined as the subjective mental state felt by participants during a service encounter (Otto and Ritchie 1996) , does not necessarily translate into an MTE. Thus, there is significant incongruence between these two experiences, especially in terms of their constituents. Oh, Fiore, and Jeong (2007) supported this contention while testing the relationships between the experience dimensions and memory. They found that only one dimension (i.e., aesthetics) affected memory. Therefore, to successfully capture the components of tourism experiences that strongly affect individuals, we first reviewed the subjective nature of tourist experiences and previous research on the underlying dimensions of the tourism experience.
As Ooi (2005) reminded us, tourists' different interests and backgrounds lead to diverse interpretations of a single tourist product. Furthermore, tourists have different experiences even if they are doing the same thing in the same place, as their moods and personal feelings at a particular moment affect their interpretations of the experiences. Even if all tourists say that they enjoyed themselves during an experience, it does not necessarily mean that they all had the same existing and memorable experiences (Ooi 2005) . As a consequence, research on the constructs underlying tourist experiences has shifted from the objects provided by tourism businesses to tourists' subjective interpretation of the meanings of those objects (Uriely 2005) . By identifying these objects in the qualitatively different ways in which individuals experience tourism, researchers have conceptualized the tourist experience as subjective (Cohen 1979; Hjemdahl 2003; Larsen 2007; Neumann 1992; Ryan 1998 Ryan , 2002 . A review of the tourism and leisure literature indicates there are a variety of experiential components that various researchers have identified to help understand tourism experiences (see Table 1 ). The next step in identifying and understanding the components of the tourism experience that strongly affect individuals, and lead to memorability, necessitated an inquiry into these experiential components, while cross-referencing the literature on memory and memorable experiences. Accordingly, the following section discusses the experiential components that constitute MTE.
Components of MTEs
In the memory literature, researchers have found various factors that increase the memorability of an event. These include affective feelings, cognitive evaluations, and novel events. Brewer (1988) found that affective thoughts are an important part of memory, and that events that are related to emotions are more likely to be remembered. In another study examining the effectiveness of different prompts (i.e., object, activity, and affect words) in eliciting personal memory, Robinson (1976) found that object and activity words were limited to eliciting emotion-neutral or emotion-trivial memories. On the other hand, affect words were found to be an integral part of autobiographical memories, in that they appeared in all of the autobiographical reports. It was also found that an individual's cognitive evaluations, such as meaningfulness and challenge, enhanced the recollection of a memory.
By tracing how memory is formed, Craik and Lockhart (1972) contended that an association exists between the depth of cognitive processing and an individual's memory. They defined the depth of processing as the degree of semantic or cognitive analysis, which is a post hoc process that enriches or elaborates stimuli. Therefore, the mind processes stimuli, which are familiar and meaningful, at a deeper level and more rapidly. As well, it retains better than less important stimuli. Finally, unusual, atypical, or distinctive events are more likely to be remembered than typical events (Rajaram 1996; Reder, Donavos, and Erickson 2002; Schmidt 1991) . According to Gardner (1983) , products whose features are prominent affect customers' attitudes and increase their ability to be remembered. In supporting this notion, Alba, Hutchinson, and Lynch (1991) suggested that when some facts are particularly salient, they are continually and unavoidably retrieved during attempts to recall the remaining information (p. 19). In addition, while studying the influence of familiarity on memory, Brandt, Gardiner, and Macrae (2006) confirmed previous findings that consumers' preferences for novel or distinctive stimuli lead to better recognition and memory of these items (Schmidt 1991; Tulving et al. 1994) . Using two sets of forenames, one familiar and the other unfamiliar, they measured the subjective experience of remembering and found that distinctive names are more likely to be remembered and correctly recognized than familiar names.
In corroborating the above discussion, tourism researchers, who studied MTE, found that affective feelings, such as being sociable, pleasant, happy, irritated, guilty, sad, and worried, are included in an individual's MTE (Larsen and Jenssen 2004; Wirtz et al. 2003) . Researchers found that even though people could not vividly recall their experiences (i.e., where they went and when they returned home), they remembered both positive and negative emotions about a trip. Based on the foregoing theoretical insights, 16 experiential constructs are proposed as the components of MTE. Table 2 provides a list of these constructs and their definitions.
Scale Development
To develop a measurement instrument for MTE, a multistaged development study was conducted. Churchill's (1979) suggested procedure for developing measures of marketing constructs and Hinkins's (1995) recommendations for improving the scale development process provided guidance for the research. In addition, Anderson and Gerbing's (1988) guidelines for establishing measurement reliabilities as well as previous scale development studies were referenced (e.g., Hung and Petrick 2010; Hosany and Gilbert 2009) . The following sections describe the procedures carried out within the overall stages in the process of scale construction.
Specification of Construct Domains and Generation of Initial Items Pool
A set of 58 MTE items related to the 16 construct domains was initially generated from a review of tourism and leisure research pertaining to participants' experiences. As neither a measurement scale nor a conceptual model of the MTE to assist in developing the construct domains and the associated scale items was found in the existing literature, we conducted a supplementary exploratory study as a preliminary step toward developing MTE scale items. The researchers interviewed
62 individuals using open-ended questions (e.g., recall your most MTE and list five words to describe this experience). The main purposes of this study were to identify themes or construct dimensions that constituted one's MTE and to ensure the content validity of construct domains, which were predetermined from the literature review.
While conducting the content analysis on the responses, 62 different words were identified when describing MTE. In reviewing the answers, different words that could be categorized under one theme were merged together (e.g., fun, exciting, pleasant, and interesting were categorized under the hedonism component; exploration and educational were categorized under knowledge; cultural difference, newness, new culture, and exotic were categorized under novelty; bad luck, stressful, and tiring were categorized under adverse feelings). Through this process, the 62 words were reduced to nine themes (hedonism, social interaction, knowledge, novelty, happiness, relaxation, challenge, unexpected happenings, and 
Refinement of Instrument
A jury of three experts reviewed the above set of 84 items to ensure content validity (Devellis 2003) . These researchers have conducted prominent research on the tourism experience. Clear definitions of each construct domain were stated at the beginning of the expert evaluation sheet in order to avoid confusion. Based on the construct definitions, judges were asked to assess construct deficiency as well as construct contamination for each item, using a 5-point measurement scale, in which 1 represented very unlikely and 5 represented very likely. The experts were also asked to clarify the items and provide suggestions as to how to reinforce the representativeness of the developed construct domains. After the researchers received the experts' constructive comments on the scale, a consensus analysis was undertaken to compare the comments from the three experts. Decisions for refining the scale were made based on agreements between two or more experts. As a result of this process, it was concluded that a total of 85 items best measured MTE. To arrive at this number, three items were eliminated and four items were added to better represent the construct domains.
Data Collection
An empirical evaluation of the developed instrument was undertaken using data obtained from U.S. college students at a large Midwestern university. The students were enrolled in 12 classes spread across different academic majors. To encourage research participation, the researchers provided a small compensation to each participant. All respondents received a free bagel coupon when the surveys were handed out. As an additional incentive, five $50 gift cards were given via a random drawing from the pool of returned surveys. The participants were first asked to recall MTE and to evaluate all 85 items on a 7-point Likert-type scale, on which 1 represented I have not experienced at all and 7 represented I have experienced very much. A total of 730 survey questionnaires were handed out and 536 (511 usable) copies were returned, representing an overall response rate of 73.4%. As reported in Table 3 , the female participants outnumbered the male participants (56.8% vs. 43.2%). This statistic is consistent with the structure of the student body (female: 56.6% vs. males: 43.4%). As the sampling frame was designed to acquire data from college students, the respondents were generally in the same age range and 93.4% of the sample fell into the age range of 18 to 23 (see Table 3 ).
Regarding the travel history of the subjects, the majority of respondents have previously traveled for pleasure (64.4%).
They had also traveled in order to visit friends and relatives (VFR, 15.9%), for other reasons (9.0%), and for relaxation (7.0%). Volunteer work (2.0%) and business (1.8%) were relatively minor travel motivations. A content analysis of the choice of "other reasons," indicated that educational opportunities (i.e., student exchange programs) and school-related events (i.e., training programs and field trips) were most common. The most frequent type of accommodation used was hotels below four stars (33.1%), followed by luxury hotels above four stars (18.0%) and the homes of friends and family (13.5%). Of the respondents who had used other types of accommodations (10.2%), more than half (55%) stayed in houses, condos, or apartments. Regarding travel budgets, the majority spent less than $1,000 (38.9%) followed by $1,001 to $2,000 (15.1%), and $2,001 to $3,000 (12.3%). As a number of respondents traveled with their parents and their parents paid the expenses of the trip, those unaware of their travel budget formed a significant portion of respondents (16.4%).
Purification of Measurement Scale
Before assessing reliability and validity of the MTE scale, the descriptive statistics of the scale items were examined to eliminate those demonstrating inadequate psychometric properties. The skewness of six items had the opposite sign of those in the other items within the same constructs. In addition, one item exhibited elevated skewness. In summary, a total of seven items were deleted. To ensure that the deleted items did not contribute significantly to the MTE measurement scale, two statistical procedures were performed. The first was to examine the change in the Cronbach's α value when these items were removed. In this regard, Cronbach's α of the MTE scale increased only slightly from .86 to .87, supporting the idea that the deleted items accounted for only a small portion of the variance attributable to the true MTE score. Following a process recommended by Churchill (1979) , an iterative scale purification procedure was used to develop a parsimonious scale. Item-to-total correlations were computed for 78 of the items. This practice is a commonly accepted procedure when developing a scale (Choi and Sirakaya 2005; Chu and Murrmann 2006; Larsen, Brun, and Ogaard 2009; Wang et al. 2007 ). Each r value refers to the correlation of the respondents' scores on an item in relation to the sum of their scores on all of the items. To purify the scale, items that were poorly correlated (r < .4) with the total score were eliminated. This procedure resulted in 25 items, out of the original 78, being retained. Internal consistency reliability, the most widely used reliability method (Delamere 1998; Lankford and Howard 1994) , was measured using Cronbach's alpha. The reliability of the 25-item scale is .91. Following the widely recognized rule of thumb of using a reliability level of .7, the analysis indicated that the 25-item MTE scale was highly reliable.
EFA was then conducted on the retained 25 items using both orthogonal (VARIMAX) and oblique (OBLIMIN) rotation methods to identify the dimensionality of MTE. One hundred eleven cases were randomly selected from the sample for the EFA. The appropriateness of the factor analysis was first determined by examining the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity. The Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 1,590 (p < .001), indicating that the factor analysis was appropriate. In addition, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy for the data set was .80. KMO values between .8 and .9 are described as meritorious by Kaiser (1974) .
The results from the two different methods showed similar structures having the same value of explained variances. Employing a combination of the Cattell (1966) screen test and the theoretical basis of the scale (i.e., eigenvalues greater than 1, Kaiser-Guttman criterion), the EFA of MTE scale extracted seven factors. The results obtained from the oblique rotation method were used for the data analysis. When deciding to retain an item, both the factor loading (r > .4; Floyd and Widaman 1995) and the communality (r > .5) of each item were examined. As a result, one items was eliminated and the EFA was conducted again using the principal components analysis with an oblique rotation method to permit the obtained components to correlate and, therefore, followed the assumption that MTE components are related yet distinct from each other (Lee and Comrey 1979) . A final seven-factor model emerged, with the remaining 24 items accounting for 75.89% of the total variance. Factor 1 involved the items measuring hedonism, while factor 2 focused on the items measuring involvement. Factor 3 contained the items measuring novelty and factor 4 focused on the items measuring local culture. Factor 5 involved the items measuring refreshment, factor 6 contained the items measuring knowledge, and factor 7 focused on the items measuring meaningfulness.
Assessment of the Latent Structure
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted using the covariance matrix to verify the factor structure identified from the previous EFA. Before performing the CFA, the sample was randomly split into two 200-case subsamples using SPSS routine random case selection. One sample was a calibration sample, while the other was a validation sample. The 24 scale items with the seven-factor structure were tested.
The first step in interpreting the results of CFA is assessing overall fit of the model. The overall model fit was evaluated statistically by the chi-square test and heuristically using a number of goodness-of-fit statistics, such as chi-square to the degrees of freedom ratio (i.e., χ 2 /df), Bentler's (1992) comparative fit index (CFI), Bentler and Bonett's (1980) nonnormed fit index (NNFI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Results of the CFA showed that the measurement model fit the data very well. The ratio of the χ 2 to the degrees of freedom (χ 2 /df = 1.56) and other commonly used goodness-of-fit indices (CFI = .98, NNFI = .98, IFI = .97, and RMSEA = .05) were in line with the established criteria (CFI >.90, NNFI >.95, and RMSEA <.08; Bentler 1992; Hu and Bentler 1999; Jöreskog and Sörbom 1996) . The reliability of MTE scale is then analyzed by calculating composite reliability estimates. As shown in Table 4 , the composite reliability estimates, ranging from .81 to .90, indicated a good internal consistency of multiple indicators for each construct in the model (i.e., composite reliabilities >.7, Hair et al. 1998 ).
The next step was to assess the convergent validity and discriminant validity. Convergent validity was evaluated by checking all factor loadings (r >.4) and the values of average variance extracted (AVE >.5). As observed in Table 4 , the estimated values of Fornell and Larcker's (1981) AVE of the seven constructs were greater than the unexplained variances (>.5) and all of the factor loadings for the individual items were significant (>.5). Thus, the convergent validity of the latent constructs was confirmed. The discriminant validity of the MTE scale was investigated following Fornell and Larcker's (1981) suggestion. According to them, the AVE must exceed the corresponding correlation estimate between the two factors (i.e., the square of their intercorrelations). In the current study, the shared variance between any two constructs was not greater than the AVE of the construct (see Tables 4 and 5 ). In summary, the assessment of the measurement model showed strong evidence of reliability and validity of the latent constructs.
Scale Validation Validation of the Developed Scale
The results of the validation sample also showed that the indicators exhibited statistically significant standardized factor loadings, composite reliabilities, and AVE. The AVE of each construct (see Table 6 ) and the inter-correlations (see Table 7 ) provided support for construct and discriminant validity Note: c 2 = 345.24, 221 degrees of freedom (p< .001); comparative fit index = .98; incremental fit index = .98; nonnormed fit index = .97; root mean square error of approximation = .05; AVE = average variance extracted; SMC = squared multiple correlation. 
Invariance Tests
To assess the validity of the developed MTE scale across calibration and validation samples, two invariance tests were also conducted. These tests were conducted to examine whether the measurement model fit different samples and whether the factor loadings were identical across two samples. The former test is considered a prerequisite for the invariance test because failure to achieve configural invariance indicates that different constructs are measured across the groups. Such a failure indicates that it is meaningless to further examine whether the factor loadings are identical across the groups. In the process of conducting the invariance tests, the number of factors and patterns of the free and fixed loadings need to be the same across the calibration and validation samples. When assessing the model, an RMSEA value of ≤.05 was used (Cheung and Rensvold 2002) . This value was used because some researchers suggested that the chi-square difference test is too strict whereas the CFI is too lenient (Wu, Li, and Zumbo 2007) . Note: c 2 = 330.47, 221 degrees of freedom (p < .001); comparative fit index = .97; incremental fit index = .97; nonnormed fit index = .97; root mean square error of approximation = .05; AVE = average variance extracted; SMC = squared multiple correlation. The results supported the configural invariance of the measurement model across the calibration and validation samples (χ 2 = 822.37, df = 473, RMSEA = .05). This good model fit was also supported by the CFI value, which was .98. Therefore, the data were eligible for the next test, which was used to examine whether the factor loadings were identical regardless of group membership.
To develop a valid measurement scale, the equality of the factor loadings across the groups needs to be assured. This invariance postulates that one unit change of an item score is scaled to an equal unit change of the factor score across the groups. Therefore, a lack of this invariance is problematic because if one unit change in the item score does not result in an equal unit change in the factor score across groups, the regression lines are not identical because the slopes are unequal; hence the regression lines are not identical for the groups (Wu, Li, and Zumbo 2007, p. 8) .
The results of the data also supported the invariance model (χ 2 = 848.94, df = 490, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .98). The model fit indices of two sets of data (i.e., calibration and validation sample) as well as the results of the two invariance tests suggested that the 24-item MTE scale developed in this study is viable and has construct validity.
Second-Order Factor Model
Researchers have often used different superordinate concepts/ labels (such as affective factors, cognitive evaluation, and behavioral components), when referring to a group of experiential factors in the same nature (e.g., Dunman and Mattila 2005; Floyd 1997 ). For example, a variety of emotions and moods (e.g., happiness, relaxation, separation, anxiety, nervousness, and pleasure) are classified as affective factors in the literature. Therefore, to examine the hierarchical relationships between the constructs and whether the seven memorable tourist experience components are theoretically related to a higher order of constructs, a second-order CFA model was tested.
In a first step of this process, the seven constructs found in the first-order CFA model were used as the indicators. Then affective, cognitive, and behavioral components were used as the latent variables. Next, the initial correlation paths between the seven indicators and three latent constructs were connected based on the predetermined factor structure. In finding measurement errors and modifying coefficient paths, modification indices (MIs) were referenced. The second-order factor structure suggested that the subdimensions of the cognitive and affective components shared common variances. For example, five scale items were loaded on both cognitive and affective components in the final model. Eight items exhibited low factor loadings (<.5) and five items had significantly low SMC (<.2). In addition, the AVE values of the cognitive and affective components were significantly low (<.5). Although the AVE values near the .5 threshold are considered reasonable for the newly developed scales (Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma 2003) , the AVE values of the affective components (.3) were too low to be accepted. These results provided good evidence that the memorable tourist experience scale fits best using a first-order model.
Discussion
The main purposes of this study were to establish the dimensions necessary to measure MTEs and to develop an instrument to measure MTE that achieves high levels of reliability and validity. Following the scale development procedure recommended by Churchill (1979) and Hinkins (1995) , this study successfully developed and validated an MTE scale. A total of seven dimensions for MTE have been identified and 24 indicators were found. Evidence of construct and discriminant validity of the MTE scale were provided by the results of the EFA using SPSS and CFA using LISREL. The findings of the CFA were cross-validated by splitting the total sample into two 200-case subsamples. In supporting a consistent factor structure, both the calibration and validation samples yielded identical results. All of the major goodnessof-fit indices indicated the model's good fit to both data sets. According to the research results, seven constructs (i.e., hedonism, refreshment, local culture, meaningfulness, knowledge, involvement, and novelty) are important components of the tourism experience that are likely to affect a person's memory.
The results also suggested that the measurement model should be retained as a first-order factor structure for two reasons. First, modeling the MTE factors at a higher order, with all seven first-order experience dimensions, did not fit the data well. Each indicator exhibited low factor loadings as well as squared multiple correlations. This indicated that the MTE dimensions may not share variance to a sufficient degree. Second, the second-order factor model failed to show any improvement in fit over the first-order model. Rather, the first-order model showed better values on all five model fit indices and made it much easier to interpret and understand the MTE dimensions. From a management standpoint, the first-order model can provide destination marketers with much more useful diagnostic information for developing and assessing tourism programs because each dimension of the model points to clear dimensions for managerial attention and program development actions.
The findings of this study are valuable for both academic research and marketing practices. A major contribution of this study is that it adds what we believe to be a significant new benchmark to a growing body of literature on tourist experiences. Since little prior research has been conducted on ME, specifically scale development for MTE, this study represents the first empirical examination of the concept. It establishes the representative dimensions of MTE and the relevant indicators that measure each dimension. Since no previous studies have conceptualized and measured the MTE, the present findings of this study cannot be empirically compared to or supported by the existing literature. However, the seven dimensions that we have identified as important components of the tourism experience are highly likely to affect a person's memory as it relates to tourism experiences. For example, hedonism, which has been discussed as an integral part of leisure experiences (Mannell and Kleiber 1997) and tourism service experiences (Otto and Ritchie 1996) , is a crucial factor in determining tourists' satisfaction as well as their future behavior (Dunman and Mattila 2005) . In addition, involvement in a customer experience (which introduces the notion of personal attachment to an experience) was found to reinforce a person's affective feelings when evaluating an experience (Bloch and Richins 1983; Blodgett and Granbois 1992; Swinyard 1993) and to stimulate cognitive analysis at a deep level (Craik and Lockhart 1972) . In addition, we corroborated Morgan and Xu's (2009) findings that travelers who interact with local culture construct a unique and memorable holiday experience as local culture was found to be a component of MTE.
Another interesting finding of this study is that individuals tend to more easily recall positive experiences than negative ones. Based on discussions in the memory literature, which suggest an ME can be both positive and negative, the initial construct domains were developed to include both positive and negative items when assessing MTE. In addition, respondents were asked to freely recall their most MTE in the past five years. The results showed significantly low mean scores on negative experiential factors: frustrated (M = 2.06), angry (M = 1.72), embarrassed (M = 1.75), lost valuables (M = 1.74), terrible weather (M = 2.03), and problems (M = 2.29).
Marketing Implications for Destination Managers
In a highly competitive market situation, being able to provide memorable experiences is significant as it increases positive behavioral intentions. As Pine and Gilmore (1999) contended, experiences directly influence a business's ability to generate revenue. As such, the ability to provide tourist experiences that are more memorable and easier to recall should lead to business prosperity. The results of this study can be valuable to destination managers in several ways.
First, destination managers can most effectively allocate their resources when developing tourism programs by focusing their efforts on the seven dimensions identified in this study. More specifically, we believe that they should consider the memorable experience components and their sub-items when developing tourism programs. For example, learning about oneself was found to be one of the ways in which an individual finds meaning through tourism experiences. Thus, destination managers may be able to provide MTE by developing a variety of programs in which tourists can experience and learn new things. While individuals wish to participate in many different activities, they are especially attracted to activities in which they explore their talents and capabilities (Csikszentmihalyi and Kleiber 1992) . Increasing an individual's level of social contact with different individuals and groups of people should also enhance the possibility of understanding oneself.
In addition, the results show that individuals who closely experience local culture are more likely to have MTE. Consequently, tourism programs should include opportunities to experience local culture. A number of ways to enhance this experience are possible. For example, the use of unique transportation modes while traveling in a destination area (such as a zippni in the Philippines, a gondola in Venice, or a dog sled in Alaska), staying in a traditional type of accommodation (such as a Ger/Yurt in Mongolia or an Ondol in South Korea), and the provision of tours to a location in which individuals can naturally observe and interact with local people, such as a traditional market, would enhance an individual's experience with the local culture.
Second, destination mangers can use this scale as a managerial tool to evaluate the performance of their businesses and institute proper practices, which are aimed at improving positive behavioral intentions. Tourism programs as well as the setting in which on-site experiences occur, should be thoroughly evaluated to determine whether they potentially satisfy each of the identified memorable tourism experiential components. Visitor surveys containing the memorable experiential components, which specifically ask about individuals' past tourism experiences constructed with destinations and tourism businesses, would help destination managers to understand how a particular tourism business performed in each of the seven dimensions.
Third, destination managers can obtain additional useful marketing information by utilizing this scale. For example, they can learn how their businesses rank against their competition across the seven components of memorable experiences by asking questions about their competitors. This competitive information could be transferred to advertising and sales efforts, not to mention operations. In addition, this scale can support a tourism business in its target marketing efforts. After identifying individual differences, such as sociodemographics and purpose of travel, in constructing MTE, destination mangers can possibly modify their tourism programs to effectively deliver memorable experiences to their target customers.
Limitations and Future Research
Several limitations of the current study need to be highlighted. First, the data were collected using convenience sampling of college students enrolled in a university located in a Midwestern state in the United States. Thus, the limited ability to generalize the study results is undeniable. It would be interesting to see whether data obtained from different populations and/or from participants in different leisure activities would result in the same MTE construct components found in this study. Another drawback of the present study is that it examined a limited number of situational and individual difference factors. To enhance our understanding of MTE, future research should be expanded to include other experiential factors not discussed in this study, especially those that pertain to negative feelings (e.g., anger and frustration).
While our findings support Hull's (1990) contention that pleasant memories of tourism experiences affect the consumer significantly by creating a positive mood and feelings of happiness that play a significant role in one's life (specifically, our study identified seven positive dimensions of an MTE), we failed to identify any negative experiential components of MTEs. Considering that the MTE is in itself neutral, it is reasonable to expect that negative experience components can just as strongly affect one's memorability.
In addition, by incorporating the concept of experiencescapes with MTEs, future research could seek to identify spatially defined factors that enhance one's memorability of tourism experiences. According to O'Dell and Billing (2005) , experiences are inherently personal and have a material base that can be anchored in a strategically planned and designed space. Together with the current study results, this kind of research could help tourism businesses design and develop tourism programs. Third, given the fact that memories are distorted in various ways, it is necessary to identify and measure the nature of the feelings and/or experiences that remain in travelers' memories at any given point in time and space. Therefore, research that compares travelers' memories and future intentions at each stage of the experience, such as anticipation, on-site, and recollection, would provide valuable information to destination marketers. To conclude, we believe, as a result of this study, that the managers of tourism destinations and tourism businesses are now in a better position to more efficiently manage the different stages of the tourism experience. We look forward to seeing just how accurate our prediction turns out to be.
